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Portent of Maine: The first election of the campaign has generated no little gloom in GOP party circles 
here, despite the brave comments of the National Chairman. The outlook, of course, should be nowhere 
nearly as discouraging as the Democratic boasts suggest. The result in Maine was influenced heavily by 
the local trend — which was “get rid of the unpopular GOP governor.” But study of what happened in 
Maine does offer two lessons which the Republican high command for the nation must draw if the party 
is to avoid defeat in November. 


(1) The GOP fought the Maine campaign on the basis of support for the President. The result has 
demonstrated that Eisenhower’s asserted irresistible popularity can not overcome local liabilities — as 
experience in the past with other Presidents has shown. Roosevelt made the mistake of assuming the con- 
trary in 1938; Woodrow Wilson in 1918. Unless the White House staff quickly revises its immoderate 
confidence in Ike’s popular appeal, trouble looms. 


(2) The sins of the White House against the party were visited on GOP candidates in the last forty- 
eight hours. HUMAN EVENTS has been informed by telephone conversations with well-informed 
Republicans on the spot that the party machinery did not function properly. Our informants remark 
that one astonishing fact was the failure to solicit funds. One of the congressional candidates termed the 
party lethargy “just indescribable.” Others noted that what they called “party lassitude” was a manifest 
characteristic throughout the state, in rural areas and small towns as well as in the cities. 


In off-year elections, the party workers assume more importance than in presidential years. Unless 
these workers not only receive, but also anticipate rewards from the Federal Administration, they tend 
to lose interest in candidates for the national legislature. Republican politicos in Washington have fre- 
quently warned that failure of the Eisenhower Administration to “take care of the party,” in patronage 
and favors, would bring very negative results in the fall elections. No Federal Administration in politi- 
cal history has so strikingly failed in this respect, it is agreed among observers here. 


In the past week, one vivid instance was noted. At the beginning of the Ike Administration, a certain 
number of federal jobs was supposed to be left open — unhampered by Civil Service regulations — to 
political appointments. But now it is clear that even in this category, the Republican ‘party has not 
benefited. The Civil Service column of the Washington Post on September 10 said: 


“The CSC [Civil Service Commission] Chairman Philip Young reports that only 850 of the 1050 
political Schedule C jobs are filled. A study of the jobs, he says, shows that 47 per cent of them are filled 
by people who were on the payroll prior to January 1953, when the Eisenhower Administration came 
into power and only 26 per cent of them are filled with new appointees.” 


Politicos here, contemplating this picture in connection with the Maine results, wonder how zeal- 
ously will party workers support congressional candidates in other states, when November 2 rolls around. 


Not Merely Gossip: When Sen. Knowland made public his wire to Eisenhower urging a break in rela- 
tions with Soviet Russia over the shooting down of our Navy plane, he angered the White House 
— perhaps intentionally, as one story goes. It is claimed that White House assistants had written letters 
to extreme “liberal” GOP Senators urging them to work for the ousting of Knowland as Republican leader 
in the next session and his replacement by Sen. Ferguson. A copy of one of the letters, it is said, fell into 


Copyright 1954 by HUMAN EVENTs, INC. 
Published weekly at 1835 K Street, N.W., Washington 6, D. C. 





the hands-of Knowland and he did not feel in a mood to play the game politely when the Navy plane inei- 
dent occurred; Also, he reportedly told colleagues: “There are only two men to whom I would yield the 
leadership — Senator John Bricker of Ohio and Senator Styles Bridges of New Hampshire.” 


@ In New Jersey, many have noted what John O’Donnell said about GOP Senatorial Candidate 
Clifford Case in his column of August 5 in the New York Daily News, widely circulated in New Jersey; 
“Case was the CIO’s and ADA’s pet Republican while in Congress and the only individual singled out 
by the late Sen. Robert Taft for his personal scorn. Taft, unlike many of his angered supporters, took a 
cold, unemotional view toward those who cost him the presidential nomination in °52 — such personali- 
ties as New York’s Governor Dewey, the present Attorney General Brownell and others. But New 
Jersey’s Case was singled out alone for Taft’s heartfelt denunciation. ‘Case,’ said Taft before and after 
the Eisenhower election, ‘is the only man among my opponents I cannot find it possible to forgive or 


2 99 


forget’. 


@ A gentleman, for twenty years high in Republican councils, asked: “Who is Mr. X? Who 
is the White House adviser who has deliberately been shaping Administration political policies so that 


takes on even more point. 


Quemoy and Formosa: The real low-down on Quemoy — according to our military sources — is that 
the island is not worth the risk of a war. It is neither — contrary to assertions by many in the press — 
necessary to the Red Chinese if they want to capture Formosa, nor to the Nationalist Chinese if they 
want to stage a big landing on the Chinese mainland. Our sources say — left wing commentators here 
have inflated the value of Quemoy so that, now, if we or the Nationalists abandon it to the Reds, we will 
seem to have suffered a great defeat in the war of nerves. 


As for Formosa, it is believed that the Red threat to capture it is a bluff. Our Seventh Fleet could 
take care of the surface sea warfare, without any trouble; and our Air Force (18 wings) based on 
Japan, the Philippines and Okinawa could easily establish air supremacy over the area and defeat the 
weaker Red air force. These units would have to be mobilized, if we intend to guard Formosa. 


The Last Straw: From unimpeachable sources we learn that the following advice is being given to 
the President by the White House staff: 


(1) Under no circumstances must the President’s peace program be interfered with before the fall 
elections take place. 


(2) Even if the Red Chinese launch an all-out attack on Formosa, the Administration must be care- 
ful not to give any direct military aid to Chiang and his Nationalist forces. Should such an attack come, 
the Seventh U.S. Fleet now guarding Formosa and American air power must be immediately immobilized. 


Around town the question is asked: “Have the Red Chinese got wind of this and are they plar- 
ning to attempt a conquest of Formosa before the fall elections, counting on the probability that Ike will 
preserve his peace program by immobilizing American military support?” The Scripps-Howard news- 
papers on September 10 reported that “the Red invasion of Formosa will be launched before election 
day in the United States [November 2] when the full extent of American action might be complicated 


by political considerations.” 


Censure: Legal observers here comment on what they call the wretched deportment of the Watkins 
Committee sitting on the resolutions of censure against Senator McCarthy. One all-important question in 
any considerations of a committee on censure is: what are Senatorial precedents? Yet, Watkins gavelled 
out the attempt of McCarthy’s counsel to enter examples of what Senators have done in the past similar 
to actions of the Wisconsin man which have drawn criticism. Thus, Watkins himself several years ago 
signed a report of a committee urging government workers to come forward with evidence of disloyalty. 
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Justice Black, when head of a Senate investigating committee in the Thirties, did not boggle at a War 
Department confidential stamp. Senator Williams of Delaware whose work exposing corruption in the 
Executive branch has drawn wide praise received confidential reports. Yet, these instances were ruled 
out by the committee on censure. pees veteran “greg watching the hearings remarked that this takes 
on the form of “another Dreyfus case.’ 





Who Do You Know: Or should it be whom? Anyhow, you know at least 
one person who ought to be reading HUMAN EVENTS. Send us his name 
and address, so that we may contact him, A hundred names would be better, 
(We promise not to mention your name in writing prospects. ) 











Statisticians Praise Administration: The experts who furnish the statistical medical charts on the 
economic health of American business, The American Statistical Association, gave small comfort 
to Democratic candidates — such as Sen. Paul Douglas — who have been predicting a collapse of busi- 
ness. The statisticians at their recent meeting in Montreal gave high credit to the Administration by 
declaring that “an environment favorable to greater economic activity by the patient had been created.” 
They pointed out that the “stability of the price level over the past two years and particularly during the 
past six months has built a new confidence between buyer and seller and a restored sense of value 
in market offerings.” 


Martin Gainsbrugh, Chief Economist of the National Industrial Conference Board, was reported to 
“have voiced the sentiments of a substantial majority of economic statisticians when he found that the 
main planks of the Eisenhower economic program contributed toward expansion of economic activity.” 


Gainsbrugh said that the tax relief granted in 1954 had had a significant effect on business activity; 
that the incentives to investment provided by the depreciation sections of the 1954 tax law and the some- 
what more favorable treatment of dividend income had already exerted an expansionary influence 
on equipment industries. 


The overall verdict of the Convention was that the health of the patient under the Eisenhower 
Administration has been such that “the medicine men in Washington can take satisfaction.” 


Out of ‘Liberal’ Mouths: Against the backdrop of what some observers here call the “stacked deck” 
Watkins Committee considering censure of Joe McCarthy, the editorial world is astonished by an extra- 
ordinary development: a “liberal” organ has debunked arguments of its own set on “McCarthyism.” 
The “liberal” New Republic — which with the Nation — has shaped “liberal” thought in this country, 
indeed shaped the major policies of this country for the past few decades, on August 23 ran an article 
entitled “McCarthy and Hitler—A Delusive Parallel,” by Will Herberg. 


The New Republic writer says bluntly: “The fact is that the entire enterprise of trying to turn Mc- 
Carthy into another Hitler and McCarthyism into an American brand of Fascism is not only utterly false 
in the terms of American reality; it is, as the Commonweal [Catholic weekly] at the time pointed out in 
rebuking Senator Flanders, a venture into ‘McCarthyism Against McCarthy’!” Herberg remarks what 
HUMAN EVENTS has pointed out: “If one thing is clear,” says Herberg, “in this whole murky business 
of McCarthy and McCarthyism, it is that Joe McCarthy has never shown the least inclination to racial and 
religious discrimination, let alone anti-Semitism” and he suggests that Senator Flanders should be careful 
in view of some of his own statements. The writer also disposes of the childish comparison of McCarthy 
with Huey Long and shows that the Wisconsin man is not a “totalitarian demagogue.” 


The New Republic piece also concedes what many supporters of McCarthy have noted that — as Her- 
berg puts it— McCarthy is not “out to build an organization . . . He has no machine, no party, no press, 
No agitators, no organization builders and he doesn’t seem to want any. He operates with himself alone 





- ...” Partisans of McCarthy in Washington have always denied that the Wisconsin Senator ever 
nourished any ambition for the Presidency — as so many journalists of the Left slyly alleged, obviously 
eyeing eagerly a potential anti-Catholic wave against McCarthy. 


The New Republic contributor perhaps reveals why the “liberals” are probably scared of their own 
work and now wish to reconsider and backtrack. He remarks that “Joe McCarthy is to a large extent the 
‘creature of his enemies’. They have acted as if driven by some inner compulsion to build up McCarthy 
and McCarthyism as a force in the land. Automatically, they have rushed to the defense of everyone Joe 
McCarthy attacks, apparently on the principle that if Joe McCarthy attacks anyone, he must be innocent, 
and in case after case they have had to backtrack most ingloriously, discrediting themselves and leaving 
the field to their hated enemy . . . . he stands for no cause, no program.” He is “just a swashbuckler.” 


It probably has not occurred to the New Republic that McCarthy is actually a courageous Senator, in 
the fine tradition of Senators Wheeler and Tom Walsh, the “fighting prosecutor” who tries to perform his 
constitutional duty in ferreting out Communists and security risks in the Executive branch, as Wheeler 
strove to expose the corruptionists in the Executive in the Twenties. 


Compounding The Shortage: The Wall Street Journal has given us a preview of Export-Import Bank 
plans to make exporting easier for American producers of capital goods, including firms which have not 
heretofore sold abroad. This is to be done through “exporter credits.” Exporters, it is said, are finding the 
competition tougher abroad. Foreign governments are alleged to be helping their own exporters sell in 


the less developed areas through the use of public credit and guaranties. So why shouldn’t our government 
do likewise? 


“Our idea,” an Eximbank official says, “is first to see if we can’t help these exporters hold their 
own against this stiffer foreign competition. But we do want to do more than hold our own; we think it’s 
healthier if we can gradually increase U.S. exports. We’re picking on capital goods exports as the exports 
to help because we think these goods will help other countries to help themselves, and thus they'll be able 
to gradually buy more American goods of all kinds.” 


This sounds fine until we reflect that for years and at a cost of billions of dollars we have been 
trying to liquidate the outside world’s “dollar shortage,” meaning the excess of our exports over our im- 
ports. It has been dinned into us that we sell too much and buy too little abroad. So here comes the Exim- 
bank using public money to build up our exports bigger and BIGGER. How will our fine foreign friends 


earn the dollars to pay back what they already owe good old Uncle Sam and his children and also “buy 
more American goods?” 


The British Loan, the Marshall Plan, etc., have furnished competing foreign industry with the best 
we could offer in modern plant and knowhow: free to them from us. If the latest Eximbank business- 
subsidy scheme goes through, as it doubtless will, logically it should be followed by another Marshall 
Plan, to enable our competitors to compete with us. No wonder that it is rumored that Secretary of the 
Treasury Humphrey, with his sound concept of economics, wanted the Eximbank under his own Depart- 
ment. 


Segregation In Reverse: In Nashville, the “segregation issue” has apparently gone into reverse 
according to a UP dispatch of September 11. Fiske University, a school for Negroes in the city, has re- 
fused to admit three white students for the coming school term. The students are the offspring of white 
professors at Fiske University — and in the case of two— the Board of Admissions of the University 
has now turned them down twice. 
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ID SAVE US FROM SOME “FRIENDS” 


By WILLIAM HENRY CHAMBERLIN 


“But of all plagues, good Heaven, thy wrath can send, 
“Save, save, O save me from the candid friend.” 


ee AUTHOR of these lines is George Canning, a minor poet as well as a major diplo- 

mat. In his capacity as British Foreign Minister during and after the Napoleonic Wars 
he had ample reason to feel strengthened in this belief that an open enemy is preferable to 
a lukewarm or insincere alleged friend. 

Americans can well share this feeling. We have already lost too many points in the 
great game of international diplomacy by paying undue attention to the views and objec- 
tions of “friends” who, when the chips are down, are usually found in the enemy’s corner. 
How often, during the fighting in Korea, we were warned by faint-hearts and appeasers in 
this country and abroad todo nothing that might offend the sensitive nerves of Prime 
Minister Nehru of India. 


Nehru did not put a man or a gun on the Korean front. But he was extremely 
generous with defeatist advice, of the backseat driving variety. And he has been playing 
the same role, behind the scenes, at Geneva, strengthening the British impulse to remain 
passive, do nothing and twiddle thumbs diplomatically while international Communism 
threatens to achieve its biggest breakthrough since the conquest of China. 

There was a similar outcry from Chester Bowles, New Deal Governor of Connecticut 


and Ambassador to India and a leading light in the ADA, and others of the same school of 


thought when the issue of American military aid to Pakistan came up. Pakistan, among 


Asiatic countries, has been one of the friendliest, from the standpoint of United 
States foreign policy. Its recent pact of friendship with Turkey, a staunch bastion in the 
eastern Mediterranean, has helped to plug a big hole in the anti-Communist front in the 
Near and Middle East. 

But there was clamor, fortunately in this case disregarded, that American military 
aid to Pakistan should be dropped because of Nehru’s objections. Nehru himself, had 
not only refused to enter into any military understanding with the United States, but 
instructed his delegate in the “neutral” repatriation commission to vote for the continued 


detention of the sorely tried anti-Communist North Korean and Chinese prisoners. 
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HAS BECOME a recognized device of those who oppose a firm, logical, consistent anti. 
2 Communist line in foreign policy to invoke the spectre of “friends” in foreign parts who 
will be alienated by any action along such a line. A special expert in what might be called 
this “friends” chorus is Vera Micheles Dean, editor of the Foreigu Policy Bulletin, 
published by the foundation-subsidized Foreign Policy Association. The following quota- 
tions from an article by Mrs. Dean, ‘“‘Ends and Means in World Affairs,” of October 15, peop 
1953, show how these anonymous and probably imaginary ‘“‘friends” are utilized as a con- bags 
venient vehicle of expression for the writer’s own anti-anti-Communist views: “The | K4i- 
friends of the United States abroad heard both Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Dulles with relief J gem 
and approval ... Any indication of rigidity on the part of the United States makes our ] pers 
friends abroad fear that the Eisenhower Administration may miss an historic opportunity 






































tage 
to ease global tensions. . . . Our friends, for their part, are so preoccupied with in- 
ternal problems and with fear of another war... . fe 
ries 
“Even those of our friends abroad who understand and deeply sympathize with us in Bev 
our losses nevertheless ask whether some of the methods the United States is now using will ae 
eac 


actually achieve the objective of stabilizing the world and thereby safeguarding this 
country from future experiences like that of Korea... Over the long run, is it not possible, 
they {these much cited “friends” } say, that the United States may be storing up new prob- 
lems for tomorrow? Are Americans certain that Dr. Adenauer’s West Germany is ] 2 jc 
a genuine democracy, which will not threaten France and Russia as Kaiser and Hitler | rev 
Germany did in the past? Will the aid of General Franco lose us more in terms of moral 


ma 
support among those who believe in Democracy than we can gain in terms of bases?” 
And so on, and so on, with two more references to these unnamed ‘“‘friends’’ in one ea 
comparatively short article. It would certainly seem, from the views attributed to them, 
ee 4 +) ° ° 3 ba: 
that these ‘‘friends” are, if not Communists and fellow-travelers, at the very least neutral- 
an 


ists with a singularly biased and unrealistic outlook on world affairs. 

What an absurd suggestion, for instance, that disarmed West Germany would now 
or in any predictable future be in a position to “threaten” the Soviet Union, the most = 
heavily armed power in the world. And what a misrepresentation of the facts of the case, 
what an assist to Soviet propaganda to intimate that American “rigidity” is the obstacle be 
to easing global tensions, as if Communist negotiators had established a reputation for th 
amiable, flexible, give-and-take dealing. 





It is worthwhile to take an occasional peek at the views that are being expressed in 


aj 

the official organ of one of the most influential American organizations devoted to the study 3 
of foreign affairs. 

NDOUBTEDLY THERE ARE people in Asia and in Europe with the views which Mrs. F 


Dean attributes to our “friends.” But it seems grossly inaccurate to regard these 
people as friendly to this country. And it seems a grave disservice to America’s national 
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interests to take the advice of neutralists with a more or less pronounced sympathy with 
the Communist point of view in preference to that of militant anti-Communists of 


proved loyalty. 


c., Why, in the name of common sense, should Nehru, as head of a nation of 300 million 
15, people, and whose contribution to the Korean War was an ambulance unit and a few jute 
con. | bags, tate more influence on decisions in Washington than Syngman Rhee and Chiang 
‘The | Kai-shek, who put everything they had into the struggle? It is high time to distinguish 
elief || genuine friends, who deserve as much support as we can afford, from false friends who 
Our ff persist in coming up with slick compromise schemes that always work out to the advan- 


inity ff tage of the Kremlin. 


Be In Europe, as in Asia, Americans may well pray to be delivered from “candid 

friends” whose advice always adds up to retreat or surrender. A good example is Aneurin 
Fr Bevan, who periodically takes time out from his efforts to oust the relatively moderate 
a leadership of the Labor party in order to lecture America on the error of her ways 


“ble in foreign affairs. 


rob- Perhaps, in the days of Alger Hiss and Harry Dexter White, Bevan might have got 
ly is a job as consultant for the State Department. Even now he has his uses, as an adviser-in- 
litler | reverse. We shall seldom go wrong if we do the precise opposite of whatever Mr. Bevan 


ioral F may advocate. 


Bevan and the left wing Laborites for whom he speaks, together with likeminded 


me groups in France and Italy, would have us recognize Red China. They oppose American 

all bases in Spain and German rearmament. Their ideal in Western-Soviet relations is give- 
and-take, with the Soviet Union doing all the taking and the West (especially the United 

pea States) doing all the giving. The writings of Mr. Alvarez del Vayo in The Nation supply 

most excellent illustrative material on the viewpoint of these “friends.”’ 

case, It is a point worth noting that the persons in this country and abroad who profess to 


tacle | be shocked by our agreement for the grant of economic and military aid in exchange for 





the use of Spanish bases were, with few if any exceptions, enthusiastic over our far more 


dangerous association with the Soviet Union during the war. This is surely a case for the 


od in ond. aad YA 
4 application of the Biblical proverbs about the mote and the beam, about straining at a gnat 
tu: y e 
and swallowing a camel. 
One need not whitewash or gloss over any of the harsh authoritarian features of the 
Mrs. Franco regime to recognize that its cruelties and repression have been child’s play, by com- 
these parison with the permanent reign of terror in the Soviet empire. And there is still stronger 


practical consideration, from the standpoint of American national interest. 








Under no conceivable circumstances could Spain under Franco or Franco’s successor 
become the grave threat to American security now represented by the Soviet Union, thanks 
in large measure to the appeasement policy followed by this country and Great Britain at 
Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam. Americans have reason to be happy that after the civil war 
Franco, and not some stooge of Moscow, was in power in Spain. If Spain had become a 
“people’s democracy”’ it would today be a natural Typhoid Mary for spreading germs of 
Communist subversion and anti-United States feeling all over Latin America. In that case 


we should probably have had more than one Guatemala to worry about. 


ie ISSUE OF GERMAN rearmament within the framework of EDC or NATO boils 

down to a simple question. Should we sacrifice the friendly, pro-Western govern- 
ment of Chancellor Adenauer to our outright enemies, the Soviets, and to ‘‘friends”’ of 
the Bevanite type? Adenauer has brought Germany back a long way from the economic 


despair and the cynical political neutralism that prevailed a few years ago. 


A year ago he received a decisive vote of confidence in a free national election for his 
policy of placing co-operation with the West ahead of German national unity, if such 
had to be achieved by submission to Moscow. But Adenauer’s policy calls for a reciprocity 
that has not been forthcoming. France has been stalling for more than two years on ratify- 
ing the European Defense Community treaty without offering any substitute. 

If one calls the role of opponents of German rearming, the one sure and effec- 
tive means of building up a balance of power against the Soviet Union, one finds: (a) 
Communists; (b) Fellow-travellers, left wing socialists and neutralists with a strong anti- 
American bias; (c) People whose political thinking stopped with the last war, who have 
learned nothing and forgotten nothing from the unvarying pattern of Communist aggres- 
sion. Between Adenauer’s farsighted European policy and the pro-Communist, neutralist 
or merely negative views of his critics there should be little difficulty in making a choice. 

The sensible thing is to judge friends by deeds, not words, and allies by their practical 
contributions to the anti-Communist cause. When we encounter a situation where a choice 
is mecessary we should give our preference to the governments that are going our way, 
that feel as we do about the reality of the Communist threat and are prepared to back up 
this feeling with action. Let our neutralist ‘‘friends” go their own way and shift for them- 


selves, without American military or economic subsidies. This is not undue pressure. This 


is common sense promotion of our national interest: the only reliable guide in foreign 


policy. 
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